Abstract This study introduces a new sample that links people and families across 1860, 1880, and 1900 census data to explore the intergenerational impact of slavery on black families in the United States. Slaveholding-the number of slaves owned by a single farmer or planter-is used as a proxy for experiences during slavery. Slave family structures varied systematically with slaveholding sizes. Enslaved children on smaller holdings were more likely to be members of single-parent or divided families. On larger holdings, however, children tended to reside in nuclear families. In 1880, a child whose mother had been on a farm with five slaves was 49 % more likely to live in a single-parent household than a child whose mother had been on a farm with 15 slaves. By 1900, slaveholding no longer had an impact. However, children whose parents lived in single-parent households were themselves more likely to live in single-parent households and to have been born outside marriage.
Introduction
In March 1965, Assistant Secretary of Labor Daniel P. Moynihan released The Negro Family: The Case for National Action (1965) . He decried the disorganization and deterioration of black families, citing evidence of widespread illegitimacy, divorce, female-headed households, and welfare dependence. The weakness of families and their destruction under slavery, he argued, was at the center of the "tangle of pathology" that negatively affected African Americans and "serve [d] to perpetuate the cycle of poverty and deprivation" (Moynihan 1965: chapter IV) . A copy of the report was leaked to Newsweek magazine, igniting a turbulent debate about the impact of slavery on black families and the extent to which slave family structures were transmitted across generations.
Empirically establishing the intergenerational transmission of family structures developed during slavery is challenging and requires a sufficiently large data set that links experiences under slavery to post-emancipation family structures. Furthermore, confounding factors may explain the high rates of single-parent families observed among African Americans. Most notably, when Moynihan wrote his report, blacks had lower average levels of income and wealth than whites (Pew 2016; U.S. Department of Commerce 1993). Thus, widespread poverty could have been driving his findings instead of slavery.
In this study, I exploit unique policies in the Cherokee Nation to disentangle the effects of slavery and poverty on families and to construct a data set that follows enslaved families from 1860 to 1900. The Cherokee Nation, located in what is now the northeastern corner of Oklahoma, permitted the enslavement of people of African descent. Because the Cherokee Nation joined the Confederacy during the Civil War, it was forced to renegotiate its treaties with the United States. The federal government required the Cherokee Nation to allow its former slaves access to free land. Miller (2011) demonstrated smaller racial wealth gaps and higher rates of black farm ownership in the Cherokee Nation than in the South. The Cherokee freedmen also had higher absolute levels of average wealth than southern freedmen in both 1880 and 1900. Because the Cherokee freed people experienced the treatment of slavery without the high rates of poverty that blacks in the United States faced, the variation in land policy between the Cherokee Nation and the United States allows for examination of the effect of slavery alone-and not widespread poverty-on black family formation following emancipation.
To empirically estimate the effect of slavery on subsequent family structures, I use a data set that links slaves and their descendants among the 1860 U.S. Census Slave Schedules, 1880 Cherokee Census, and 1900 U.S. Census. By providing observations about a family's experience during slavery and two subsequent post-emancipation observations, this sample can explore how slavery influenced black family formation. I use information about slaveholding-the number of slaves owned by a single farmer or planter-to proxy for experiences during slavery. A number of studies have demonstrated that slave family structures varied systematically with slaveholding (e.g., Crawford 1980; Dunaway 2003; Fields 1985; Fogel 1994; Malone 1996; Moneyhon 1999 Moneyhon , 2002 Pargas 2008) . Slave children in smaller holdings were more likely to be members of single-parent or divided families. On larger holdings, children tended to be in nuclear families.
I find that the size of slaveholding on which a parent lived in 1860 is negatively correlated with the probability that a child lived in a single-parent household in 1880. The result is robust to different metrics of slaveholding and the inclusion of controls for literacy, income, and wealth levels. The effect is large in size; all else equal, a child whose mother had been on a farm with five slaves was 49 % more likely to live in a single-parent household than a child whose mother had been on a farm with 15 slaves.
By 1900, the effect of slavery on family structures had begun to fade. Past slaveholding experiences had limited effect on a child's tendency to live in a singleparent household. However, children of families with higher incomes in 1880 were less likely to head single-parent households in 1900. The most pronounced effect was found between 1880 and 1900 family status: a child was approximately 20 % more likely to live in a single-parent household in 1900 if the household head was also a member of a single-parent household in 1880.
Slavery, Poverty, and Family Formation
Following the release of the Moynihan Report, black families became a recurring issue of public discussion. The Reagan administration invoked the image of the "welfare queen" when claiming that black single mothers were overusing social insurance programs (O'Connor 1998). Black single mothers were targeted during Clinton-era debates over welfare reform, and the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act contained several provisions specifically aimed at teenage mothers (Weinstein 1998 When Moynihan (1965) first expressed concern about black families, approximately 22 % of black children and 7 % of white children lived in single-parent households.
1 By 2012, 55 % of black children lived with only one parent, whereas 21 % of white children resided with a single parent (Vespa et al. 2013) . Although the relatively high rate of single parenthood in the black community is often thought a modern phenomenon, Ruggles (1994) found its roots in the decades after emancipation. Drawing from U.S. Census samples, he found that the proportion of black children living without at least one parent has been at least twice as high as that of white children since 1880.
2 In that year, 29.9 % of black children lived without at least one parent, compared with only 12.7 % of white children. The gap remained relatively constant for several decades. McDaniel's (1994) analysis of the 1910 census found that black children were more than twice as likely to live with only their mothers or without either parent than white children. Morgan et al. (1993) demonstrated that black households were less likely to be nuclear and more likely to contain extended families in 1910. Furthermore, black children also lived without either parent at a much higher rate. Although some of this difference was due to differential mortality, black families were more likely to foster children-that is, children lived with relatives instead of either parent. McDaniel and Morgan (1996) extended previous work by focusing on potential reasons for the high rate of fosterage in 1910. Black mothers had higher levels of illiteracy, employment, and absent spouses than white mothers. After these factors were accounted for, white mothers were still more than twice as likely to live with all their children than black mothers. Preston et al. (1992) found that 1910 census data likely understated the incidence of nonmarital childbearing. Given marriage patterns and male mortality rates, too many African American widows were recorded. Marital turnover was more frequent than suggested by divorce or true widowhood rates. These discrepancies may have reflected women's attempts to legitimize children born outside marriage. Preston et al. (1992:2) concluded that "patterns of marital instability among blacks show greater historical continuity than is suggested by some current discussions."
Two dominant explanations exist for the persistently high rates of single-parent households among black families. First, black families faced widespread poverty. The black-white income ratio was 1 / 4 in 1867 and 7 / 20 in 1900. Blacks owned 1 / 36 the property of whites in 1880 and 1 / 23 in 1900 (Higgs 1982 (Higgs , 1977 (Higgs /2008 . Poverty can contribute to high rates of single parenthood and low rates of marriage (Coontz and Folbre 2002) . Frazier (1939) observed that it was through acquisition of property and education that black men were able to form stable families. Those without property were more likely to experience illegitimacy and the "tide of family disorganization (p. 485)." Men with lower earnings are less likely to marry and more likely to divorce (Burgess et al. 2003) . Poor women are also less likely to marry (McLaughlin and Lichter 1997) .
Poor women had fewer resources available to them in event of an unplanned, nonmarital pregnancy. Their families may have been unable to exert pressure to encourage a "shotgun" (forced) wedding. Cohabitation without marriage was possible when financial barriers prevented legal formalization. Such couples with children tend to be less stable than those in state-recognized marriages and are more likely to separate (Osborne et al. 2007 ). Families may have been unwilling to encourage marriage even if able. Franklin (1997) noted that adolescents were particularly important to tenant farmers. Teen marriage could harm a family's economic security by removing valuable labor. Bruce (1889) argued that children could serve as valuable dowry to an unmarried woman because their labor was transferred to a potential husband upon marriage. Black families in the South, particularly those with lower incomes, had restricted access to educational opportunities. Lower levels of education are more likely to be found among single parents than married parents (McLanahan 2009) .
High rates of poverty contributed to the high mortality rates and low life expectancies that southern blacks faced throughout the nineteenth century. Even children who had been born into stable nuclear families faced a substantial risk of losing one or both parents. Although black mortality rates declined during the twentieth century, they remained high relative to whites. Black children continued to face a higher risk of losing a parent (Tolnay 1999) .
The second explanation for high rates of single parenthood is slavery. Du Bois and Eaton (1899) and Du Bois (1908) believed that experiences under slavery inflicted lasting harm on black families. Du Bois theorized that two sets of sexual mores had emerged. Slaves who worked in houses or as artisans prized monogamy, religious rites, and nuclear families. Comparatively, field hands had very different mores that arose from "no family life, no meals, no marriages, no decency, only an endless round of toil . . . . " (Du Bois 1908:47) . Female-headed households and the accompanying high rates of illegitimacy became their hallmarks. Frazier (1932 Frazier ( , 1939 argued that owners encouraged their slaves to form traditional two-parent families. However, on larger plantations with weak social control, slaves were less likely to form such unions. Stampp (1956) and Elkins (1959) built on Du Bois' work, arguing that slavery was a repressive institution with a pernicious and lasting impact on black families.
Ignited by the Moynihan Report, a wave of revisionist research claimed that slavery had not destroyed the black family. Gutman (1976) argued that slaves had developed their own unique sexual mores but were largely members of two-parent families at emancipation. Blassingame (1972:77) wrote that "the Southern plantation system was unique in the New World because it permitted the development of a monogamous slave family." Genovese (1976) stated that enslaved women had more household authority than white women but agreed that slave families were often monogamous and nuclear. Fogel and Engerman (1995:5) argued that the "family was the basic unit of social organization under slavery. It was to the economic interest of planters to encourage the stability of slave families and most of them did so."
These competing views of slave family structure can be partly reconciled if one avoids an old problem in the study of slavery: "the failure to take adequate account of the differences between slave experiences and culture on large and small plantations" (Fogel 1994:182) . Although the dynamics of family formation were influenced by a multitude of factors-for example, location, period, environment, climate, and economic conditions-recent scholarship examining slave family structures has found a general connection between slaveholding size and family structure. Two-parent, nuclear families were more common on larger slaveholdings, and single-parent or separated families tended to be more common on smaller holdings. Crawford (1980) analyzed a sample drawn from the Works Progress Administration (WPA) Slave Narratives and found two distinctive distributions of family structure. On farms with 15 or fewer slaves, children were more likely to live in single-parent or noparent families. Approximately one-third (28 % to 35 %) of households were of the one-parent type. On larger farms, only 14 % to 19 % were. Crawford found no relationship between a slave's working in a house or field and family structure. Several subsequent studies have supported Crawford's findings. Moneyhon (1999) focused on WPA slave narratives of former slaves from Arkansas. Although all slaves from his largest holding category (50 or more slaves) were members of a two-parent household, only 48 % of those were in the smallest category (19 and fewer). His analysis of the 1860 Arkansas census schedules suggested that slaves living as families were pervasive on large plantations (Moneyhon 2002) . Malone (1996) gathered data on Louisiana slave households and found that two-parent families were 16.2 % more common on larger holdings than on smaller holdings. In her study of Maryland, Fields (1985:25) highlighted the role of the state's low median slaveholding in disrupting family life: "small-scale slaveholding does not seem obviously typecast for the role of villainy. Nevertheless, much of the suffering incidental to slavery in Maryland resulted, directly or indirectly, from the small size of slaveholdings." Stevenson's (1996:227) study of Loudon County, Virginia, revealed the "predominance of matrifocality and the large percentage of slave women in smaller holdings." Pargas (2008) studied two distinctive agricultural regions to identify the effect of farm size on black families. Fairfax County, Virginia, was characterized by small farmers who grew grains. In 1860, 84 % of slaves lived on farms of less than 20 slaves. Georgetown, located on the South Carolina coast, was known for its large rice plantations. Only 9 % of slaves lived on small farms with 20 or fewer slaves in 1860. The larger plantations of Georgetown predominantly housed coresidential twoparent families. Nonnuclear family structures were prevalent on the smaller farms of Fairfax. Dunaway (2003) focused her studies on the smaller farmers of the American mountain south. She found that two-thirds of children were separated from their parents, and more than one-half of the slave families had single-parent female heads. This finding is in stark contrast to arguments of the revisionists. However, when combined with the large plantation studies of Gutman and Fogel and Engerman, these studies further support Crawford's (1980) finding of dual family distributions based on slaveholding size. Gutman's finding of relatively stable families relied on the records of larger plantations, with the smallest in his analysis containing 47 slaves.
Why would the size of a slaveholding influence a slave's family structure? Fields (1985:25-26) pointed out that "small holdings divided family members among several owners, exacerbating the potential trauma of sale and attacking the integrity of family life even when the question of sale, either within or beyond the state, did not arise. Husbands and wives might live apart for this reason, seeing each other only when granted permission." The likelihood of an appropriate partner being found on a smaller slaveholding was lower, and slaves on smaller holdings were more likely to marry or have relations with slaves on another farm (Crawford 1980) . In his analysis of slave marriages using Civil War Pension files, Steckel (1982) found that marriages between men and women with different owners were more common in counties where the median slaveholding was lower. Not only did these abroad marriages preclude the existence of a two-parent family living together in a single household, but permission from multiple slave owners was required before family members could visit each other. The stresses inherent in such long-distance relationships may have contributed to an increased propensity of dissolution or divorce. Moneyhon (1999) found that a majority of such divided slave families in Arkansas lived on smaller holdings.
Furthermore, either owner could further divide the family geographically by selling a family member. The risk of sale was likely higher on smaller holdings. Genovese (1976:10) wrote that slaves wished "to avoid sale to masters of scanty means." Smaller farmers were more likely to face economically hard times than larger plantation owners (Burton 1985) . By selling slaves to raise cash, slave owners could have separated families.
A child's father could have also been his owner. Women on smaller farms were much more likely to have children with white men than slave women on larger plantations. Crawford (1980) found that children on holdings of less than 49 slaves were twice as likely to report having a white father than children on large holdings. Moneyhon (1999) calculated that 10 % of slaves raised in nonnuclear families reported that their fathers were also their owners. Steckel's (1980) analysis of the 1860 U.S. Slave Schedules revealed that slave children were more likely to be classified as "mulatto" on smaller slaveholdings. A child born on a mixed farm that had 10 slaves in a border state was seven times as likely to be "mulatto" than one born on a Deep South cotton plantation with 75 slaves.
Although family formation under slavery was influenced by the size of slaveholding, no clear empirical consensus exists as to the intergenerational impact of experiences during slavery on subsequent generations' family formation. Studies using modern data have suggested that single parenthood can be transmitted across generations. Högnäs and Carlson (2012) used 2002 data to find that being born to unmarried parents increased a woman's risk of a nonmarital first birth. The effect remained after they controlled for parents' socioeconomic status. Using data from 1968-2003, Kearney and Levine (2009) found a correlation at the cohort level between women's likelihood of early childbearing and that of their mother's cohort. These results were present, but weaker, at the individual level. Although these studies suggest that slavery's impact on families could have lingering effects, Sacerdote (2005) found evidence that the impact of slavery on African Americans dissipated within two generations. When comparing the descendants of free blacks and slaves with respect to literacy, schooling, and occupation, he found that the free blacks outperformed the former slaves for the first generation. However, there was partial to complete convergence for the next generation.
Data
Previous attempts to investigate the influence of slavery on post-emancipation family structure have been hampered by the lack of a sufficiently large data set that ties slave experiences to subsequent intergenerational outcomes. To that end, I constructed a data set linking slave families from the 1860 United States Census Slave Schedules to the 1880 Cherokee Nation Census and the 1900 United States Census. This linkage is facilitated by information from the Cherokee Freedmen Dawes Cards. Here, I briefly describe the data sources and linking procedure. See Miller (2015) for additional details, including images of archival documents and an illustrative example of a linked family.
Between 1900 and 1907, the United States constructed an official roll of Cherokee citizens, including freedmen. An enrollment card, commonly called a Dawes Card, with name, age, sex, familial relationship to others on the card, year of tribal enrollment, location, former slave owner, mother's former slave owner, and father's former slave owner was created for each family. This card's unique number was recorded next to each person's entry on the 1880 Cherokee Census. This census collected basic demographic information, including age, race, sex, marital status, literacy, and occupation.
People on the census can be directly linked to their Dawes Card by matching only on the enrollment card number. Matching names and/or ages is not required. I digitized census information for all 1,813 freedmen in the 1880 census and collected Dawes Cards for a sample of 932 of those who were still living in 1900. I used the name, age, and family information from the cards to locate each person in the 1900 U.S. Census and found 789, giving a linkage rate of 84 %. Of those found, 359 were men, and 394 were women; the remaining 35 had no information or illegible information on gender in the 1880 census. The linkage rate was nearly identical for men and women-at 82 % and 83 %, respectively-suggesting that the linked census sample is not biased with respect to gender. For each person located, I digitized the 1900 census information for that person and household. Data collected include literacy, occupation, unemployment, homeownership, relationship to the head of household, age, marital status, length of marriage, number of children born to a woman, and race.
Of those located in 1900, 610 had some slave owner information present on their Dawes Card: 289 people with an owner's name, 525 with a mother's owner, and 433 with a father's owner. I searched for each owner in the 1860 U.S. Census Slave Schedule for the Cherokee Nation. After finding an owner, I calculated the size of owner's slaveholding in 1860. Table 1 summarizes the slave owner matching rates. Owners of some type were found for 88 % of people. An individual's owner was located more frequently than mother's or father's owner. For most people, parents' owners were older than their owner, and several had died before 1860.
Additional slaveholding information could be imputed. For example, if a child's mother's owner was known, then the mother's own owner was known even if her card lacked the name. Through this method, 146 people were assigned additional slaveholding information. Of the 789 people linked to the 1900 U.S. Census, 683 have some slaveholding information. Table S1 of the online appendix compares those with slaveholding information to those without. They are overall remarkably similar, particularly with respect to family structure: 22.4 % of those without slaveholding information and 22 % with slaveholding information were members of single-parent households. Notes: Column 1 contains the number of people located in both the 1800 Cherokee Census and the 1900 U.S. Census for whom the name of a slave owner was present on the Dawes Enrollment Card. Column 2 contains the number of those slave owners who were located in the 1860 Slave Schedules for the Cherokee Nation. See the text and Miller (2015) for more details.
Sources: 1860 Cherokee Nation Slave Schedule and Cherokee Freedmen Dawes Enrollment Cards.
Identification Strategy
To assess the impact of family structure under slavery on post-emancipation family formation, I use the number of slaves on a farm or plantation in 1860 to proxy for conditions associated with family disruptions during slavery. The size of slaveholding is negatively correlated with the prevalence of single-parent households. Smaller slaveholdings tended to have higher rates of single-parent slave families or other forms of separated families. Proportionally, more two-parent families existed on larger slaveholdings. I first use the 1880 Cherokee Census data to analyze the impact of slaveholding size on 1880 family structure. Second, 1900 U.S. Census data examine any lingering effects of slaveholding size. I incorporate information on 1880 family structure to test whether independent of slaveholding size, a child's chances of becoming a single parent in adulthood were influenced by residing in a single-parent household. Because these former slave families in the Cherokee Nation have, on average, higher levels of income and wealth than former slave families in the South, the effect of slavery in both periods will largely be isolated from the effect of widespread poverty and tenancy.
Although the results will illuminate the effect of slaveholding on family formation of former slaves in the Cherokee Nation, whether they can also provide insight into the effect of slavery on families in the southern United States will require that several conditions hold. First, a similar relationship between slaveholding and family structure must have existed in the Cherokee Nation and the southern United States. Second, slavery in the Cherokee Nation and the South must have been similar with respect to other factors that could have influenced family structure. Third, following emancipation, governmental policies in the Cherokee Nation and the United States must have been similar with respect to family formation.
Slaveholding and Family Structure in the Cherokee Nation
The WPA Slave Narratives and Indian-Pioneer Papers include 23 interviews with former slaves of Cherokees, 4 and 17 contain information about family structure. Although one must be cautious when drawing inferences from a small sample, the families described by these former slaves are similar in structure to those found by Crawford (1980) in his much larger sample of WPA records. Four former slaves (23 %) stated that their owner was also their father; Crawford had found that 15 % to 25 % of slaves had white fathers. Nine people lived in two-parent families, and at 52 % of the sample, this is comparable to the 50 % Crawford (1980) found. Of the remaining four slaves, one had parents who were married, but lived on different plantations. Three had parents who had died.
The Dawes Cards provide additional information on the connection between family structure and slaveholding: 485 people in my sample had cards that contained the names of both mother's and father's owners. Table 2 shows how parental separation varied by the size of slaveholding on which a mother resided. Two-fifths (38 %) overall reported that their parents had different owners during slavery, and 43 % of people 4 The Indian-Pioneer Papers (1861 Papers ( -1936 were produced by the WPA and documented experiences in Indian Territory.
whose mothers resided on farms with five or fewer slaves had fathers with a different owner. Only 26 % of those whose mothers were on the largest farms did. Although this metric applies only if a person knew both parents and had a father who was also a slave, the results suggest that geographically divided families were more common on smaller holdings.
Other Aspects of Slavery Life Are Similar
Although the experiences of slaves throughout the United States were not uniform, evidence suggests commonalities in the conditions of slaves in the Cherokee Nation and the South. Scholars have concluded that "slavery among the Cherokees was little different than that in the white South" (Littlefield and Littlefield 1976:19) . Slave laws in the South varied at the state level. However, Cherokee slave laws resembled those of most southern states. Laws concerning marriage and parentage were similar. Slaves were forbidden to marry Cherokees or whites, and severe restrictions prohibited Cherokee citizens from marrying a "person of color" (Cherokee Nation 1868:22). A mother's slave status determined that of children. This is a key similarity: it is this law that classified the children of a slave woman and her owner as slaves (Miles 2000) . Additionally, slaves who travelled away from their owner's farms were required to have a permit, and patrols looked for slaves without permits. This pass system, which also existed in the South, served as a barrier for meetings of slave families living in multiple locations.
5
Slaves in the Cherokee Nation engaged in tasks similar to those in the South, with distinction between field hands and house servants. Overseers directed the field hands, employing a gang labor system for larger slaveholdings. On smaller farms, slaves participated in a variety of duties. They were hired out for manufacturing or other work when the fields were fallow or if in possession of a particularly valuable skill. This practice served to separate families both in the South and in the Cherokee Nation. See Miller (2008: chapter 1) for additional historical background on slavery in the Cherokee Nation. The composition of the slave population is similar in mean age and prevalence of female slaves, and the two data sources have the same median slave holding. The Cherokee Nation's mean is lower, reflecting the lack of the very large slave holdings that existed in the southern states. The number of slave owners in this upper tail was small in the South. Only 1.83 % of southern slave owners owned more than 56 slaves, which was the largest holding in the Cherokee Nation.
Post-Emancipation Policies Are Similar
The land made available to Cherokee freed people provided them with an advantage over southern freedmen with respect to their economic well-being. Besides land, however, were the Cherokee Nation's policies toward freedmen significantly different from those of the southern states, particularly with respect to family formation? The evidence suggests that they were not.
The United States had a paucity of social services available to poor black families or single mothers during the periods in question, and the same is true in the Cherokee Nation. There is no concern that government welfare or social insurance policies encouraged female-headed households or illegitimate births in either location. Segregation existed in the Cherokee Nation as in the South. When testifying before a U.S. Senate commission, William Boudinot, the executive secretary of the Cherokee Nation, declared, "It is the policy of the nation that the two races should be separated" (United States 1886:76). Blacks in the Cherokee Nation could not attend Cherokee and white schools, and social interaction between the races was limited. Additionally, only one freedman was elected to office in the Cherokee Nation.
The Cherokee freedmen protested that they were denied access to the vote, were treated unfairly in jury trials, and had access either to no schools or to poor-quality schools. There were also complaints that Cherokees perpetrated violence against the freedmen. These are all situations that southern freedmen faced, indicating that Cherokee and southern freedmen faced similar treatment (United States 1886).
Family Formation in 1880
For each person in the 1880 data set, there may be slaveholding information for up to three slave owners: own, mother's, and father's. Not all people have three values. Restricting analysis to, for example, people who have only mother's owner available will exclude potentially valuable information. Thus, I construct a "max holding" measure to include all people with any slaveholding information and maximize sample size. If the person's own information is available, I assign that value. If own information is unavailable, I next assign the mother's slave owner information. This choice is in keeping with evidence of the matrifocal nature of slave families. If neither own nor mother's slave information is available, father's slave owner information is used. To analyze family structure, I examine two potential outcomes: single-parent families and female-headed families. Using probit analysis, I estimate the probability that a child lives in each type of family, conditional on an 1860 slaveholding measure. The general form of the estimated regression is
The dependent variable takes a value of 1 if the child lives in the household type of interest. The sample is restricted to children aged 18 and younger with the appropriate slaveholding information. Standard errors are clustered at the family level. To assist in interpretation, marginal probabilities are reported instead of coefficient estimates.
Single-Parent Households
Of the 952 black children under age 18 in the Cherokee Nation, 247 lived in singleparent households. 6 At 25 %, this rate is higher than the 17.6 % that Ruggles (1994) found for black children in the United States. This difference shrinks if the percentage of children living without both parents is considered: 34 % of all children (333 children), compared with 29.9 % in the United States.
The data contain slaveholding information for 661 children. Table 4 calculates the percentage of children living in single-parent households by slaveholding. Because the oldest children in my sample were born in 1862, very few have personal owner information. Therefore, the max holding measure is used. I find an inverse relationship between size of slaveholding and the percentage of children living in single-parent households. Figure 1 plots the cumulative distribution of slaveholding for single-parent and twoparent households. The single-parent distribution lies above the two-parent distribution, 6 A child is said to live in a single-parent household if he or she lives only with one of his or her parents. Ruggles (1994) restricted his analysis to children aged 14 years and younger. Of the 872 black children aged 14 years or younger in the Cherokee census, 27 % lived in single-parent households. In unreported results, I use age 14 instead of age 18 to reestimate the regressions in this article. The results remain qualitatively the same.
suggesting that children of slaves who lived on smaller slaveholdings were more likely to live in single-parent households. Table 5 compares sample statistics for the two groups of children. For all measures of slaveholding, the means are significantly higher for those in two-parent households. Children in single-parent households lived, on average, in poorer and less-educated households than those in two-parent households. Their household heads were less likely to be literate and less likely to own land. Their parents owned fewer acres. The average total values of crops and livestock were lower for single-parent households. Table 6 reports the results of four pairs of regressions that estimate the effect of slaveholding on the probability of a child living with a single parent. Columns 1 and 2 use slaveholding information for the mother, columns 3 and 4 use slaveholding information for the father, and columns 5 and 6 use the more encompassing max holding measure. In each pair, the first regression includes only the slaveholding measure. I then control for the age of the child. Older children had greater exposure to events that could have separated their parents, such as divorce, unofficial separation, or death. A literacy indicator variable takes on a value of 1 if the children's head of family is literate.
Because children in single-parent families are from households that, on average, are poorer, I control for three measures of socioeconomics status. Total acres owned is the amount of land the family reported in the census. Total income from crops is the total value of all crops reported, measured in hundreds of 1880 dollars. The value of livestock owned is the total value of livestock in hundreds of 1880 dollars. Families with no land, crops, or livestock receive zero values. The estimated coefficients on the socioeconomic variables do not necessarily identify a causal effect. The children of widowed women, for example, may have lived in households with lower values of crop income because their mothers were widowed.
In each regression, the estimated value of the marginal probability for slaveholding is remarkably stable. Slaveholding for mothers varies from -0.010 to -0.012 and is significant at the 1 % level. For fathers, the estimated value is -0.009 to -0.010 and is significant at the 1 % level. Finally, the max slaveholding indicator is smaller in absolute value than the mother's and father's indicator and ranges from -0.006 to -0.007, while also significant. More measurement error may be present in the max holding measure, leading to a potential attenuation bias and its estimate being smaller in absolute value. Although the estimated effects may seem small, they are for a oneperson change in slaveholding. For larger differences, the effect becomes more substantial. In Fig. 2, I plot the predicted probability and 95 % confidence interval that a child resided in a single-parent household for each measure of slaveholding when all other variables are evaluated at their means. With the exception of the livestock value, the included economic variables are statistically insignificant at conventional levels. Livestock value has a small impact. An additional $100 of livestock is associated with a 1.9 % to 2.6 % decrease in the probability that a child was in a single-parent family, all else equal.
The literature concerning slave families finds that the impact of slaveholding size on family structure changes at approximately 15 slaves. To empirically test this proposition, I construct a series of indicator variables taking the value of 1 if a child's max holding measure was below a threshold size. There were 32 variables in total-one for each slaveholding size in the sample. In unreported results, I ran 32 regressions to discover the first max holding threshold above which a child was statistically significantly less likely to be from a single-parent household. This threshold occurred at 15 slaves, and the threshold coefficients remained significant for all greater values. The last two columns in Table 6 report results with the 15 slaves indicator. Children with a max holding value greater than 15 were 12.9 % less likely to live in a single-parent household. This result is statistically significant at the 5 % level. When the additional controls are included, the probability remains significant and rises to 13.2 %. I consider two additional specifications to confirm the robustness of the results. Children aged 15-18 were born during the Civil War and may have been born as slaves. I exclude these children and restrict my analysis to children aged 14 years and younger.
In Table S3 of the online appendix, I calculate the percentage who lived in single-parent households by slaveholding. The result is consistent with that for children 18 and younger: as parent's slaveholding increased, fewer children resided in single-parent households. I repeat the regression estimation with the age-restricted sample. Results are in the online appendix, Table S5 . The estimated coefficients on slaveholding are identical in significance level and magnitude. The only exception occurs in the fully controlled specification for fathers. The coefficient increases slightly in magnitude from -0.009 to -0.010. As an alternative check, I include all children aged 18 years and younger but add an age- slaveholding interaction term to confirm that the impact of slaveholding does not vary by age. Results are shown in the online appendix, Table S6 . The coefficient on the interaction term is 0 and insignificant in every specification.
Female-Headed Households
Because the public debate over the structure of black families has frequently focused on the prevalence of female heads, I separately consider the case of children who live in such households. Indeed, 71.2 % of the single parents in the sample were women. Table 7 reports the result of regressions with the dependent variable equal to 1 if a child lives in a female-headed household. The coefficient estimates on the slaveholding terms are always negative and significant and consistent after the inclusion of additional covariates. Although the estimates again appear small, the effect of slaveholding on the probability that a child lived in a female-headed home is economically significant when 
A household with a head, a spouse, and young children has up to six potential values for slaveholding: mother's owner, maternal grandmother's owner, maternal grandfather's owner, father's owner, paternal grandmother's owner, and paternal grandfather's owner. To make the analysis more tractable, I focus on the head's slaveholding information, thereby excluding stepchildren of the household head from the analysis. I again construct a max holding measure. The variable takes the value of the head's owner's slaveholding value. If that is unavailable, the head's mother's value will be used. The head's father's information is lastly used.
Single-Parent Households
Panel A of Table 8 , reports whether the slaveholding measure was significant at the 5 % level or greater. The coefficient values are provided for statistically significant results. 7 The additional covariates are summarized in a similar manner. In stark contrast to the 1880 results, the slaveholding measures are almost universally statistically insignificant. None of the baseline specifications find a statistically significant relationship between the probability that a child was a member of a single-parent household and 1860 slaveholding. The only significant variable is 1880 crop income when size of slaveholding on which the head's mother resided is the dependent variable, suggesting that the risk of becoming a single parent was higher for women from poorer families-a finding that is consistent with the modern literature on single Notes: Y indicates that the covariate was included in the regression and was significant at least at the 5 % level. Coefficient estimates are provided for significant variables. N indicates that it was included and not significant at the 5 % level. Full regression results were not included due to space considerations but are available in the online appendix, Tables S5-S8 . Sources: 1900 U.S. Census, 1880 Cherokee Census, Cherokee Freedmen Dawes Enrollment Cards, and 1860 Cherokee Nation Slave Schedule.
mothers. However, the estimated magnitude of the effect is rather small as crop income is measured in hundreds of 1880 dollars. The regressions for the max holding measure have both the largest sample size and the most statistically significant findings. The crop income variable is again statistically significant but has a small economic effect. The most striking result concerns the 1880 single-parent indicator variable. If a child's household head lived in a single-parent household in 1880, that child was 20.3 % more likely to live in a single-parent house in 1900, when slaveholding and 1880 economic status are controlled for. Only after the 1880 single-parent indicator variable is included does the max slaveholding variable become significant. Columns 13 and 14 of panel A (Table 8) include only the 1880 single-parent indicator and then add the 1880 economic variables to test whether the impact of 1880 single parenthood is independent of slaveholding. The result is robust to the inclusion of these covariates, and the magnitude falls only slightly.
Nonmarital Childbearing
I classify a child as born outside marriage if one of the following conditions holds:
1. Child's age was greater than the length of the resident parents' marriage. 2. Child had a single mother who was not listed as widowed.
If a child's mother was married when he or she was born, separated from the father for some reason, and then remarried, that child is considered nonmarital, which could overstate the rate of nonmarital births. Additionally, as discussed earlier, evidence suggests that widowed single mothers were actually never-married single parents. If true, this would understate the rate.
Results are shown in panel B of Table 8 . The slaveholding measures are insignificant in all regressions. In contrast, 1880 crop income is consistently statistically significant and negative. When all covariates are evaluated at their means and the max holding measure is used, a member of a family with $500 in crop income has a 7.3 % chance of experiencing a nonmarital birth. That probability falls to 4.8 % (a 35 % decrease) with an additional $100 in income. The 1880 single-parent indicator variable is significant at the 5 % level for both the head's mother's and max holding measures of slaveholding. The estimated coefficient is comparable in magnitude to that found in panel A and ranges from 0.187 to 0.206. These results are large and suggest that people who were reared in a single-parent household were much more likely to have children outside of marriage.
Conclusion
Using a new sample that links families from 1860-1900, I find evidence that conditions during slavery influenced post-emancipation family formation. I use slaveholding (the number of slaves living on a farm) as a proxy for family structure during slavery. Evidence suggests that children were more likely to live in single-parent or divided families on smaller holdings. The children of adults who lived on smaller slaveholdings in 1860 were more likely to live in single-parent or female-headed households in 1880.
These results are robust to the inclusion of controls for age, literacy, income, and wealth. The connection between slaveholding and family structure in 1990 is more tenuous. Instead, household conditions in 1880 are better predictors. Parent's household income in 1880 is negatively associated with the probability that a child lived in a single-parent household in 1900 or was born outside marriage. The largest estimated effects are found for parent's family status in 1880. A child was approximately 20 % more likely to be a nonmarital birth if the household head lived in a single-parent household in 1880. A similarly sized effect was found for living in a single-parent household.
The results from 1880 and 1900 support a similar conclusion-that children from single-parent households were more likely to become single parents as adults than those from nuclear families. Before emancipation, in 1880, and in 1900, the majority of children likely lived with both parents, suggesting that such households were the social norm. People from single-parent families may have felt more comfortable engaging in nonstandard family structures given that they themselves had been reared in such households. Their families also may have been more supportive of such circumstances.
The 1900 analysis suggests another reason for this finding. Household income in 1880 is negatively associated with single-parenthood and nonmarital births in 1900. Economically better-off households may have been better equipped to either prevent their children from having a premarital pregnancy or to encourage marriage in the case of such a pregnancy. Families with successful farms may have needed people to work their land, or they may have been better able to support new family members. They could have promoted marriage in order to gain the additional labor of the spouse. Money could provide assistance to the new couple in establishing their own household, and a threatened withdrawal of family support could have similarly contributed to higher marriage rates. Family-level income or wealth data prior to 1880 do not exist for the Cherokee Nation, and I cannot directly test the correlation between a child's 1880 family structure and parent's income at an earlier time. However, children on smaller holdings at emancipation were more likely to have been members of single-parent households. Such families, particularly those headed by women, may have entered freedom at a disadvantage in the Cherokee Nation's primarily agricultural labor market, had lower average levels of income, and subsequently been more likely to have children who themselves became single parents, for the reasons outlined earlier.
